CGIAR Resource Allocation: Developing and Financing the CGIAR Research Agenda by CGIAR Secretariat
Financial Guidelines Series No. 4 
Revised December 1998 
CGIAR Resource Allocation 
DEVELOPING AND FINANCING THE CGIAR RESEARCH AGENDA 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research - CGIAR 
Financial Guidelines Series 
The guideline on CGIAR Resource Allocation is part of a series of policy guidelines prepared by 
the CGIAR Secretariat to assist the International Agricultural Research Centers supported by 
the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research. 
No. 1 . . . . . Financial Management (1988) 
No. 2..... Accounting Policies and Reporting Practices Manual (Under revision) 
No. 3..... Audit Policies and Procedures (Revised 1995) 
No. 4..... CGIAR Resource Allocation: Developing and Financing the CGIAR 
Research Agenda (Revised 1998) 
Questions or suggestions about these guidelines should be sent to: 
CGIAR Secretariat 
(Attn: Ravi Tadvalkar) 
1818 H Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20433 USA 
CGIAR Secretariat l Mailing Address: 1818 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20433, U.S.A. l Office Location: 701 18th Street, N.W. 
Tel: 11-202) 473-8951 l Cable Address: INTBAFRAD l Fax: (l-202) 473-8110 * E-mail: CGiAR@cgiar.org or CGIAR@worldbank.org 
CGIAR Resource Allocation 
Developing and Financing The CGIAR Research Agenda 
Table of Contents 
introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..*................*....................*......... 1 
Developing and implementing the Research Agenda. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
CGIAR Financing Arrangements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 
1. Financial Concepts and Terminology 
2. Roles and Responsibilities 
Guidelines: Preparing and Financing the Research Agenda . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...*..... 6 
1. Introduction 
2. Preparing the Research Agenda 
3. Financing the Research Agenda 
4. Standard Tables 
Attachment 1: Financing the Research Agenda: Questions and Answers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 
1. What is the CGIAR research agenda? 
2. What is the CGIAR matrix? 
3. What are CGIAR undertakings and CGIAR activities? 
4. What is a CGIAR project? 
5. What are systemwide (SW) programs; how do they differ from SW initiatives? 
6. How are systemwide programs financed? 
7. What is non-agenda activity; should Centers undertake non-agenda projects? 
8. What is TAC’s role in setting the CGIAR research agenda? 
9. How does TAC enforce its recommendations? 
10. How can the CGIAR still be a “system”, if there is no enforcement 
mechanism to ensure programs are financed as approved by members? 
11. What is the Finance Committee’s role in CGIAR funding? 
12. What is the CGIAR Secretariat’s role in CGIAR funding? 
13. How is the CGIAR research agenda financed? 
14. Are External Reviews part of the research agenda, and how are they financed? 
15. How are center overheads budgeted and financed? 
16. What is the CGIAR financing plan? 
17. Why is the overall share of CGIAR funding becoming increasingly targeted? 
18. What is the difference between “targeted” and “attributed” funding? 
19. Does the research agenda or the matrix cause members to restrict funding? 
20. Will an increasing proportion of targeted funding result in some projects being 
“oversubscribed”, while others are “undersubscribed” or unfunded altogether? 
21. What is done to ensure that all projects are actually financed? 
22. Does targeted funding offer benefits not associated with unrestricted funding? 
23. Does unrestricted funding support the most important components of the agenda? 
24. Will the decline in unrestricted funding result in centers’ strategic or longer 
term research being reduced in favor of more short term applied research? 
25. Is funding which supports the cost of research with center partners (NARS, ARls) 
considered support for the research agenda, and does it attract matching funds? 
26. If a center disburses member funding to a NARS as a matter of convenience 
only, should this be considered support for the agenda? 
27. How is the World Bank support determined for each center? 
28. Who is responsible for determining what is a center’s estimated funding 
for the coming year, upon which is based the World Bank allocation? 
29. Will the incentive for centers to maximize their non-Bank support result in centers 
agreeing to undertake activity of lower priority, or of a non-agenda nature in order 
to generate additional Bank funding? 
30. What will happen if some centers receive funding which is higher than the TAC 
recommended requirement, while other centers receive less? 
31. How do Members disburse their funding to centers? 
32. Will the exchange stabilization fund ever exist again? What about inflation? 
33. What is the role of a center’s operation fund in financing the research agenda? 
Attachment 2: Proposed Logical Framework for the CGIAR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 
1. introduction 
2. Relation between Logframe at Centre Level and at CGIAR System Level 
3. Generic Considerations 
4. Proposed CGIAR System Logframe 
4.1 Synopsis of Proposed CGIAR System Logframe (September 1998) 
4.2 Indicators for CGIAR Goals 
4.3 Indicators for Intermediate Goals 
4.4 Indicators for Purposes 
4.5 Indicators for Outputs 
5. Outlook: Open Questions and Tasks Ahead 
Appendix: Developmental Hypotheses 
Attachment 3: Principles and Elements of the CGIAR Project Portfolio... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..34 
1. Principles 
2. Descriptive Elements of Projects in the Portfolio 
3. Notes on the Elements of the Standardized Format for CGIAR Projects 
Attachment 4: Standard Tables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..~............... 39 
Table 1. Research Agenda Requirements by Undertaking, Plan Year 










Agenda Project Cost Summary, Prior Year to Plan + 2 
Allocation of Project Costs to CGIAR Activities, Prior Year to Plan + 2 
Investments by Sector, Commodity, and Region, Prior Year to Plan + 2 
Exp. by Functional Category, and Capital Investments, Prior to Plan + 2 
Research Agenda Financing Summary, Prior Year to Plan Year 
Allocation of Member Financing to Projects by Undertaking 
Research Agenda Staff Composition, Prior Year to Plan Year 
Cash Requirement, Revenue Flow, & Currency Shares, Prior Year to Plan Year 
Statement of Financial Position, Prior Year to Plan Year 
CGIAR Resource Allocation 
Developing and Financing the CGIAR Research Agenda 
1. Introduction 
The CGIAR renewal program reformed financing arrangements to enhance transparency and 
accountability. New practices, endorsed at Lucerne in February 1995, and further refined in 
Jakarta (May 19961, implement the principle that the research agenda drives the budget 
and not vice versa. The practices incorporate a matrix approach for presenting, reviewing, 
and financing CGIAR activities, and are aimed at increasing funding stability and 
predictability. The arrangements reinforce decentralized CGIAR operations by a participatory 
and bottom-up center-based approach to planning and financing, and they encourage direct 
links between the centers and CGIAR members, who provide financial support on an annual 
basis. (In many instances, members’ allocation decisions also are made annually). Finally 
the new financing mechanisms reinforce financial ownership of the CGIAR by its members; 
balance individual Member funding preferences and the integrity of CGIAR heartland 
activity; and, ensure execution of the research agenda agreed to by the CGIAR. Starting in 
2000, the CGIAR will use a logical framework for its resource allocation processes. 
2. Developing and Implementing the Research Agenda 
Beginning in 1998 the CGIAR adopted a three year forward planning horizon. A Medium 
Term Plan (MTP) for the initial period 1998-2000 was approved by the Group at MTM97, 
based on priorities recommended by TAC. The MTP is a rolling three year plan, which 
means that the annual research agenda is reviewed each year not only in the context of 
current developments and strategies, but also in the context of future requirements and 
opportunities - the new “third year”, which also is elaborated at the time the annual agenda 
is prepared. In short, the annual research agenda is developed and approved in the context 
of a continuing MTP, so one result of the annual resource allocation process is a revised 
three-year plan. ’ 
1. Preparation, review, and approval of the CGIAR research agenda, which is completed at 
the Mid-Term Meeting (MTM) in May. 
The research agenda is introduced by TAC at ICW. Planning, including revised 
estimates of resource requirements, thus begins approximately 14 months prior to the 
start of activity. Planning in this respect means updating the original proposals made in 
the Medium Term Plan, taking into account current activity, changes in the research 
’ The resource allocation process involves a number of steps. The period for which the research agenda preparation process 
is described is referred to as the “proposed”. Since this is presented at MTM preceding the plan year, the “estimate” is the 
agenda which is underway at that point, and the “prior year ” is the just-completed period. The second year of the MTP is 
“plan + I I, and the new third year is “plan + 2”. This nomenclature is employed throughout the remainder of this manual, and 
in the attached standard tables for resource allocation. 
environment, and subsequent modifications which may be introduced in the new third 
year of the MTP. The preparation by centers of the research agenda is followed by an 
interaction between the centers and TAC on the proposed work plans and financial 
requirements. At the Mid-Term meeting, TAC proposes the next year’s CGIAR research 
agenda based on the Centers’ MTPs. The CGIAR debates TAC’s recommendations, 
taking into consideration advice from the finance committee on funding prospects and 
endorses the proposed research agenda, with or without modification. 
2. Financing the Agenda: Developing the CGIAR financing plan, which is completed at 
International Centers Week (ICW) in October. 
Following the Mid-Term meeting, the members indicate general levels of financing. 
Centers prepare their individual financing plans for the following year on the basis of 
financing information solicited through bilateral contacts with members and indicated by 
past trends. World Bank funding is reflected in the plans on a percentage basis of the 
funding secured by centers from sources other than the World Bank, currently 11%. On 
the basis of interactions with members, centers determine if any changes in funding for 
the research agenda are expected. They communicate these changes and their 
implication for program content to TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat. TAC reviews this 
content and highlights the need for any significant Group action at International Centers 
Week. Following the confirmation of program content by TAC, the Finance Committee 
reviews center financing plans, including the contribution of the World Bank for 
consistency and feasibility, based on funding information solicited by the CGIAR 
Secretariat. At International Centers Week, the Group reviews and approves the 
finalized research agenda and center financing plans for the following year. 
3. Implementation: Centers commence implementation of the research agenda on January 
1, and members disburse funds to the centers. Eighty percent of the World Bank funds 
are distributed in January; the remaining twenty percent are disbursed in June, following 
a review of updated center financing plans by the Finance Committee at the Mid-Term 
Meeting. At the end of the calendar year, centers prepare financial statements showing 
the use of the funds received in support of the research agenda. They also confirm the 
use of World Bank funds and refund any over committed funds to the Bank. 
3. CGIAR Financing Arrangements 
A. Financial Concepts and Terminology 
The Research Agenda. The research agenda comprises the bulk of CGIAR center 
activities. One or more centers may execute these activities jointly with national 
agricultural research systems, advanced research institutions, or nongovernmental 
organizations. Centers develop the agenda and conduct programs in collaboration with 
partners. The CGIAR’s Technical Advisory Committee reviews the agenda and, if 
appropriate, recommends it for CGIAR financing. Projects included in the agenda must 
meet four criteria: 
. aim to produce research or research-related international public goods (including 
training); 
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l be of high priority with regard to accomplishment of the CGIAR’s goals and 
objectives; 
l have acceptable probabilities of success; and 
l have no alternative producers or sources of supply with suitable costs or reliability. 
Agenda Financing. The research agenda, as endorsed by the CGIAR, is eligible for 
financing by members, including the World Bank. The approved financial requirements are 
the minimum needed to implement the agenda. All centers and partners are encouraged to 
maximize financing. Mechanisms to ensure that the agenda is fully funded have evolved 
from unsuccessful attempts to “guarantee” full financing through the sole use of World 
Bank funds. Members, instead of the World Bank alone, now act to collectively fill any 
financial gaps that might arise in the course of the year. Most members channel all of their 
support to the research agenda. 
Financing Modalities. Centers are primarily financed by annual support from CGIAR 
members. Modest amounts also are available from centers’ annual miscellaneous income, 
including contributions from ad hoc organizations that are not CGIAR members. The nature 
of financing does not influence or determine whether a project is part of the research 
agenda. Member financing may be directed to the CGIAR, centers, programs, and projects 
with different degrees of specificity: 
. to the CGIAR with flexibility regarding allocation based on CGIAR priorities; 
. to centers or programs without any restrictions (with or without attribution 
requirements); or 
. to a specific center project, subproject, or activity as defined in a contractual 
agreement. 
All members are expected to help to the full cost of center operations, including a 
administrative costs, of which they must bear a proportionate share. The World Bank 
financing always is made available as general CGIAR support. All members are encouraged 
to provide their support in a similar manner. Members usually disburse funds directly to 
centers throughout the year. The CGIAR Secretariat provides disbursement services, 
through the World Bank, to members who prefer to make disbursement. 
CGIAR Agenda Matrix. The distribution of financial resources is presented as the CGIAR 
research agenda matrix, in which 16 CGIAR centers comprise the rows and the 19 current 
CGIAR activities comprise the columns. Activities are divided into five groups representing 
the principal undertakings of the CGIAR. The matrix reflects the full allocation of center 
project costs among the CGIAR activities. Centers implement the research agenda in 
partnership with advanced institutions, NGOs, and NARS. These joint ventures might 
involve shared tasks at different points on the research continuum, from laboratory-based 
research to applied field-level experimentation. Funding of such ventures is included in 
financing for the CGIAR research agenda. 
CGIAR Projects. Projects are the basic center unit of activity. The CGIAR project 
portfolio consists of about 300 projects, with common definitions and concepts used by all 
centers. The portfolio includes the CGIAR systemwide programs established to respond to 
specific challenges and strengthen collaboration among centers and with partners. The 
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project portfolio serves as a basis for dialogue between Centers, TAC and the CGIAR 
membership, and underpins the CGIAR research agenda matrix. Attachment 3 provides 
information on project elements, and also contains examples of “best practices” from actual 
center submissions in the past. 
B. Roles and Responsibilities 
All stakeholders contribute to the development of CGIAR program strategies, center 
medium term plans and their ultimate financing in varying levels of intensity. Key 
participants are: 
CGIAR Centers. The CGIAR agenda is developed and executed by the sixteen CGIAR 
centers. Centers are legally autonomous entities, created in agreement with their host 
countries and other stakeholders. They are governed by an independent Board of Trustees 
serving in their individual capacity, unlike in most international bodies such as the United 
Nations. Centers develop policies and work programs, hire staff, and enter into financial 
commitments. They obtain funds from individual Members without formal assurance for 
continuity. 
Centers prepare medium term and annual operational plans, which are reviewed by TAC and 
the members, and which become ultimately the CGIAR research agenda. Centers execute 
their part of the agenda through a variety of mechanisms, including research carried out by 
center scientists as well as with an increasingly broad range of partners. 
The Cosponsors. The cosponsors of the Consultative Group are the World Bank, the Food 
and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), and 
the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP). The cosponsors jointly finance the 
CGIAR’s central functions, specifically TAC (and its Secretariat), as well as the IAEG. The 
CGIAR Secretariat is financed by the World Bank. 
CGIAR Members. Admission to membership in the CGIAR is an informal process. 
Members are not required to negotiate or sign formal agreements, but are expected to meet 
the following requirements: 
1. formally indicate a desire and willingness to support the mission, goals, and programs of 
the CGIAR; 
2. undertake to share in the policy and decision-making of the Group, e.g. through 
participation in its annual meetings; and, 
3. commit to a minimum annual contribution of $0.5 million for support to a research 
agenda approved by the group. 
CGIAR members reach decisions on the research agenda following consultation. There is 
no formal voting, and the CGIAR Chairman (traditionally a senior official of the World Bank) 
draws a consensus when required. CGIAR members have an equal voice (there is no 
executive committee), and are autonomous in setting the level of their financial support, 
and its distribution within the research agenda. 
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Members support components of the agenda that are compatible with their own 
institutional mandates. However, many members provide unrestricted or institutional 
funding for programs and/or Centers, which facilitates maximum managerial and program 
flexibility, and imposes minimum administrative cost. Members are urged to disburse 
unrestricted funding as early as possible in the calendar year and, in the case of financial 
support which is targeted to specific components of the agenda, always in advance of a 
project’s operational requirements. Of particular note is the financial role of the World Bank 
which provides its resources in support of the system, making it available to all centers 
without any preference. 
Membership Committees. The Oversight (OC) and Finance (FC) Committees have 
differing roles in the approval, financing and execution of the agenda. The OC focuses on 
matters of governance and management within the CGIAR, and so indirectly influences the 
efficient and effective implementation of the agenda. 
The FC plays a more direct role of overseeing the financial affairs of the CGIAR. It reviews 
the agenda in advance of the full membership approval, to ensure that there is broad 
congruence between financial resource requirements and availability of funding from 
members. The FC also proposes the allocation of World Bank funding with special attention 
to ensuring the funding of all approved programs, and it evaluates unique or special center 
requirements as they arise from time to time. The FC monitors the ex-post financial 
performance of the CGIAR including cost-efficient deployment of resources, as well as 
drawing lessons for dissemination to the wider membership. 
The Technical Advisory Committee (TAO. TAC has a central role in the development 
of priorities and strategies, leading to the medium term and annual development of the 
research agenda. TAC provides independent advice and judgments on strategic issues, 
annual resource allocation, and on the quality of the scientific programs supported by the 
CGIAR. It monitors global changes which have implications for the CGIAR. All CGIAR 
programs and activities are reviewed by TAC who advise the CGIAR on their 
implementation and financing. The TAC Secretariat, based at the Food and Agricultural 
Organizatiqn of the United Nations (FAO) in Rome, provides technical support to TAC. 
Impact Assessment and Evaluation Group (IAEG). The IAEG is not directly involved in 
developing the research agenda. Nevertheless, through the strengthening of impact 
assessment and evaluation capacity in the CGIAR, its efforts aim to improve research 
decision making and resource allocation, and to create greater awareness outside of the 
CGIAR of the importance of agricultural research in establishing food security in the 
developing world. Indirectly, therefore, the IAEG supports the system goal of establishing 
and executing the most potentially effective research agenda. 
The Global Forum. Centers execute programs in partnership with many partners, namely 
National Agricultural Research Systems (NARS), Advanced Research Institutes (ARls), Non- 
Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and the private sector. Collectively, these partners 
triennially meet as the Global Forum with the aim of formalizing and implementing the 
relationship and task-sharing with the CGIAR. 
The CGIAR Secretariat. The CGIAR Secretariat, based at the World Bank in Washington, 
is the system’s financial clearinghouse. In this capacity it develops financial guidelines, 
prepares financial documentation to support financial decision-making by the Finance 
Committee and the Group, collaborates with TAC on resource allocation issues by providing 
financial analysis of center proposals, and performs other financial management activities 
including disbursement and custodial functions. The secretariat plays a catalytic role in 
membership relations and development as well as specific resource mobilization efforts 
aimed at maintaining and expanding financial support for the CGIAR. The Secretariat does 
not have a direct role in financial decision-making. 
4. Guidelines: Preparing and Financing the Research Agenda 
A. Documentation for preparing the Research Agenda 
The annual submission of the research agenda describes developments since approval of 
the MTP, and focuses on proposed changes for the period. Programmatic shifts as well as 
modifications in resource requirements, if any, should be clearly articulated. Centers’ 
estimates of achievements, as captured in project milestones form part of the submission. 
In submitting the agenda for the plan year, and especially where changes are proposed, 
centers should assume that the mode of project financing (i.e. unrestricted grants as 
opposed to targeted or attributed grants) is not a major constraint. In other words, the 
programmatic implications of agenda projects are the criteria which TAC will use in arriving 
at recommendations in March. The nature and components of financing is secondary. 
Narrative 
The narrative required to capture the essence of agenda changes for the plan year should 
not exceed 2 pages in length, addressing the following project and institutional information: 
(a) Introduction, Context, and Program Discussion: Prior and Current Years 
This retrospective section is an introduction to the plan year agenda proposal. 
Modifications to the MTP for the prior and current years should be noted, as should 
highlights of the prior year achievements, and expectations for the current year. 
lb) Highlights of the Plan Year Project Portfolio 
This section describes changes, if any, in the project portfolio compared with the MTP 
and/or with the program in the plan year. Reasons for any significant changes, especially if 
they are strategic rather than scale changes, should briefly be summarized. Specifically, 
how new projects or project components integrate into the agenda in terms of the 
appropriateness (international public goods, etc.), and in terms of priority within the CGIAR 
overall MTP (production sector, commodity, undertaking, etc.), should be demonstrated. 
Projects which either disappear or are in a “disinvestment phase” due to changes in 
strategy or implementation should also be noted, with appropriate explanation. 
(cl High.ghts of the Plan + 2 Program 
This is related to the discussion above, and focuses on changes proposed in the new year 
three of the MTP. Why these changes are necessary and how they will impact of the plans 
for the plan year briefly should be summarized. Strategic shifts, if any, must be described, 
separate from changes only in emphasis or relative effort on specific projects. 
id) Measures of Achievement: Project Milestones 
Revised indications of project milestones, due either to the rate of project progress or to 
strategic changes in the portfolio, should be noted. 
(e) Coilabora tion 
If there are changes in collaborative arrangements (partners jointly executing projects, 
subcontracting, etc.), these should be briefly noted, including indications of efficiency (cost 
savings) as well as extension of benefits through shared or contracted activity. New 
participation in CGIAR systemwide programs, and/or changes in existing arrangements 
should be described briefly. 
(f) Costing Center Projects 
The agenda submission now focuses almost entirely on the project portfolio. The cost 
center structure no longer is a required component, and as such there is a need to disclose 
what are center overhead costs captured within the project portfolio. Centers should 
indicate, therefore, what is the share of institutional overhead in the portfolio. This 
information also is provided in the annual financial statements, however, the latter often are 
available only after the submission and review of the research agenda. 
Non-financial contributions in the form of shared researchers, joint ventures with centers, or 
other in-kind support from non-CGIAR organizations, to center projects, should be noted. 
Center estimates of cost changes, including inflation estimates as well as the impact of 
local currency valuation - if available, also should be provided. 
(9) Center Staffing 
CGIAR center personnel remains one of the most critically important resource dimensions. 
While the resource table provides numerical details of staffing, comments on the impact 
and strategies developed to cope with change, should briefly be described in the 
submission. 
h) Center Financial indicators and Capita/ inves tmen ts 
The impact of changes in center financial reserves, capital funds, etc. should be noted 
briefly. Capital investment requirements, beyond the normally planned renewal of existing 
or replacement assets, should be noted. Constraints on project activity due to cash flow 
problems or for other purely financial reasons should be explained. 
The following resource details [described more fully below) are required for the agenda 
submission: Tables I, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, ?,8 (a and b only), 9, 10, 17. Note that only part of 
several of these tables needs to be completed for the March submission. 
B. Documentation for developing the Financing Plan 
Primary responsibility for preparation of the financing plan rests with the centers. The 
estimate of CGIAR member contributions to specific projects and centers is best made by 
the centers, since discussions with contributors is based on programs and institutional 
needs. Where possible, the CGIAR Secretariat assists in identifying sources of financing 
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and in communications with members therein. However, the CGIAR financing plan 
ultimately results from centers’ September forecast. TAC and the Finance Committee 
review centers’ submissions, the former to confirm that any programmatic changes since 
MTM are congruent with priorities, and the latter to confirm that centers’ estimates of the 
funding base is not unreasonable or unsustainable. The FC may also recommend special 
action to the Group based on the evidence from centers’ financing plans. 
Narrative 
The September narrative will normally be quite brief. Elements to be described are: 
. changes from the approved agenda (MTM) due to revised funding estimates. 
. implication of changes for the MTP, project output implications, including milestones, 
0 implications of projects being eliminated from the portfolio should be described. 
. new projects (other than merely additional components or increases in the costs of 
existing ones) should normally not be proposed at this stage. 
Since the financing plan submission is essentially a detailed forecast of estimated sources 
of income for the center’s project portfolio, the financial information required can be 
captured in the tables designed for this submission. Centers should indicate where there 
may be underinvestment in specific projects due entirely to fungibility issues, rather than 
overall availability, of income supporting the research agenda. 
The following resource details (described more fully below) are required for the financing 
plan submission: Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 fb and c only), 9, IO, 1 I. Note that only part of 
several of these tables needs to be completed for the September submission. 
c. Standard Tables 
As described earlier, prospective information on CGIAR projects/research agenda is needed 
for two main purposes - planning and financing. A third dimension is the reporting, or ex- 
post summarizing of income and expenditure (investment). Centers are required to provide 
summary information of various kinds and at different stages. In order to minimize 
reporting submissions, and to standardize as much as possible the details of project 
reporting, the tables employed for preparing the research agenda, and its financing, also are 
designed to facilitate ex-post reporting, such that the CGIAR Secretariat can compile 
system summaries for publication, thereby eliminating the need for excessive individual 
center reporting. 
The information needed for the three purposes is most easily captured in standard resource 
allocation tables. In order to facilitate and accelerate center compilation of the tabular 
information, electronic exchange (from the CGIAR Secretariat to centers and vice-versa) of 
templates and center-specific information is the preferred mode of transfer and submission. 
The resource information captured in the tables includes actual results, estimates, and 
proposals for: (a) project and institutional investments (expenditures) in different 
dimensions (undertaking, activity, commodity, region, capital, etc.); (b) project financing; 
and, (c) institutional resources (staffing, financial position, cash flow, etc.). 
The following is a brief description of each table. It is clearly noted here (and in footnotes 
on each table) which components are required to be completed for each of the two 
submissions. Some tables are required at both stages, but only in part, and some tables are 
required in only one of the two submissions. 
Table 1. Research Agenda Requirements, by Undertaking, Plan Year 
This investment (expenditure) summary is required only for the agenda submission (March). 
Table 2. Research Agenda by CGIAR Activity, Prior Year to Plan + 2 
This investment table is required for both submissions, however, the columns for Plan + 1 
and Plan +2 do not need to be completed in the September financing plan. The data for 
Plan+2 is the center’s proposal for the new third year of the MTP. Data for the Plan Year 
and Plan+ 1 should be updated in the context of the ongoing MTP. The data for the Prior 
Year in this table (and in all subsequent tables) will be considered official and therefore will 
be reported in the CGIAR Financial Report for that year. Data for the Current Year will be 
used in update reports issued by the CGIAR Secretariat. 
This table also includes a crosswalk between the present activity/undertaking structure to 
the proposed output structure of the CGIAR logical framework. In terms of undertakings, 
saving biodiversity and improving policies map directly into outputs 2 and 4 respectively. 
Of the two components of Improving productivity -germplasm enhancement maps into 
output 1 while production systems and the undertaking protecting the environment map 
into ‘output 3. The training, 0 & M counseling and the information/documentation 
components of the strengthening NARS undertaking map into output 5 while the network 
component maps into the output relevant to the network topic/focus. 
Table 3. Research Agenda Project Cost Summary, Prior Year to Plan + 2 
This table organizes the data for project investments by undertaking over the five year 
period. The data can be generated directly from table 4, and the purpose of this table is to 
have a short summary of annual project cost estimates over the full period. The columns 
for Plan + 1 and Plan + 2 are not required for the financing plan. 
Table 4. Allocation of Project Costs to CGIAR Activities, Prior Year Plan + 2 
This is an elaboration of table 3, showing the activity distribution for each center project, 
for five years. Columns for Plan + 1 and Plan + 2 are not required in the financing plan. 
Table 5. Investments by Sector, Commodity, and Region, Prior Year to Plan + 2 
This table breaks out center investments by production sector, commodity (where relevant), 
and region. The “Increasing Productivity” undertaking is the only direct source of sector 
and commodity values (however, these are fully loaded with center overhead costs, as is 
9 
the case in all investment tables). The values for the two components of “Increasing 
Productivity” are as shown in table 4, but summarized by sector and commodity, not by 
project. The second step is to scale these up such that the total equals the full center 
investment for each year (“Total Research Agenda”). The regional distribution is the 
center’s estimate of investment for each of the four major areas reported on by the CGIAR. 
The total here must equal the center investment total in each year. Columns for Plan + 1 
and Plan + 2 are not required in the financing plan. 
Table 6. Expenditure by Functional Category, & Capital Investments, Prior Year to Plan + 2 
This table is the classical object of expenditure summary, as well as the center’s capital 
investments. The latter is complemented by a reconciliation table for the capital fund - both 
elements being cash accounts. “Other” in the capital fund part of the table may include 
resources for asset acquisition provided in restricted grants, and which conceptually flow 
through the capital fund, since with depreciation accounting there is no such thing as a 
capital expenditure in the statement of income and expenditure. In all official reporting 
exercises - including the two annual submissions for resource allocation - centers follow the 
standard accrual accounting convention. Columns for Plan+ 1 and Plan+2 are not required 
for the financing plan. 
Table 7. Research Agenda Financing Summary, Prior Year to Plan Year 
This table is for three years only, since it focuses on financing. Data for the Prior Year and 
the Current Year are required in the March submission, while for the September submission 
data are required for the Current Year and the Plan Year. Center income should be provided 
for each of the years. This is a summary table, and no project-level details are required. 
Table 8. Allocation of Member Financing to Projects by Undertaking 
This should be completed as three tables, 8(a) Prior Year, 8(b) Current Year and 8(c) Plan 
Year. Prior Year and Current Year (8 a and b) should be submitted in the MTP submission. 
Current Year and Plan Year (8 b and c) should be submitted in the Financing Plan. Normally 
centers will first identify restricted financing for each project and undertaking. Unrestricted 
financing (the sum of unrestricted funding’and center income) then is a residual or balancing 
amount. However, there is no requirement for centers to distribute unrestricted financing 
equally or in direct proportion to all projects which are not fully financed by 
restricted/targeted financing. The attribution of unrestricted financing is a decision to be 
made at the center level. 
Table 9. Research Agenda Staff Composition, Prior Year to Plan-t 2 
This table enumerates the internationally-recruited and locally-recruited staff at the center. 
Broad definitions of different categories of staff are provided as footnotes in the table. 
Data for Plan + 1 and Plan + 2 are not required in the financing plan. 
Table IO. Cash Requirement, Revenue Flow, & Currency Shares, Current Year to Plan Year 
This table provides timing information on income and expenditure patterns as well as the 
distribution of expenditure by currency. This is not, strictly speaking, an institutional cash 
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flow forecast, as starting cash balances are not part of the flow. The first dimension is to 
show how income and expenditure patterns are matched on a monthly basis in a single 
year. The second is to enable a calculation of cost changes within the CGIAR using a 
common methodology. The results of this calculation are published annually by the CGIAR 
Secretariat. Data are required only for three years: Prior Year and Current Year information 
is needed in the agenda submission, and Current Year and Plan Year information in the 
financing plan submission. 
Table 11. Statement of Financial Position, Prior Year to Plan + 2 
This is the standard statement of financial position (balance sheet). Data for Plan + 1 and 
Plan + 2 are not required in the financing plan. 
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Attachment 1 
Financing the Research Agenda 
Questions and Answers 
1. What is the CGIAR research agenda? 
The research agenda is the Group-approved program of the International Agricultural 
Research Centers (IARCs), to promote sustainable agriculture for food security in developing 
countries. Productivity and natural resource management are twin pillars of the research 
agenda, focusing on food crops, forestry, livestock, irrigation management, aquatic 
resources, economic and policy analysis, and services to national agriculture research 
systems in developing countries. 
The following are some of the unique characteristics of the CGIAR research agenda: 
l CGIAR research agenda projects are planned and described in centers’ Medium Term 
Plans, consistent with CGIAR priorities and strategies. The aggregate of center plans 
forms the CGIAR research agenda. Agenda projects are executed either by centers 
directly, or in partnership with collaborating institutions. 
l Centers’ components within the CGIAR agenda are reviewed by TAC, which annually 
recommends high priority programs for approval by the Group, thereby allowing for 
periodic reassessment of center contributions, in a dynamic global research 
environment. 
l Agenda projects produce international public goods, that is, the benefits of the activity 
are not confined to a single location with little or no applicability elsewhere. 
l Agenda projects are those for which the CGIAR has a comparative advantage, and for 
which there is an acceptable probability of success. Work that can as effectively be 
executed elsewhere should not be included in the agenda. 
The nature of financing for the research agenda does not influence whether or not a project 
is part of the agenda. Any part of the agenda can be financed by different modalities such 
as unrestricted grants, targeted support, “special projects”, center income, etc. 
2. What is the CGIAR matrix? 
At the system level it is an organizing device, composed of the centers on the rows, with 
CGIAR activities in the columns. It facilitates linkages between CGIAR activities and those 
that are conducted by the global research community. The CGIAR matrix is not a 
management matrix for center operations (nevertheless, a number of centers have 
introduced a matrix structure within their organizations as a management device). At the 
center level, projects are on the horizontal axis, with CGIAR activities in the columns. All 
indirect or overhead costs are included in each center project, so there is no separate 
administrative/management component or overhead column in either the system’s overall or 
individual centers’ matrices. (Starting in 2000, CGIAR activities will be replaced by CGIAR 
outputs in the matrix.). 
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3. What are CGIAR undertakings and CGIAR activities? 
Undertakings and activities are thematic descriptions, commonly applied at all centers. 
There are five CGIAR undertakings: increasing productivity, protecting the environment, 
saving biodiversity, improving policies, and strengthening NARS. Each undertaking 
contains one or more of the CGIAR activities. Not all centers’ work contributes to each 
undertaking or activity, but all center projects are described in some combination of the 
CGIAR activities. 
(Starting in 2000 this will be replaced by CGIAR outputs from the logical framework 
structure.) 
4. What is a CGIAR project? 
A center’s share of the CGIAR research agenda is composed of projects, grouped within 
CGIAR undertakings/activities. There are approximately 300 CGIAR projects, which are 
“programmatic enterprises”, not contractual agreements between a CGIAR member and a 
center. CGIAR projects have several common characteristics. These are: objectives, 
milestones, outputs, impact, beneficiaries, system linkages and collaborators, and duration. 
Projects “reside” in matrix cells (the intersection of an activity column, and the project 
row). A project may contribute to more than one CGIAR activity, and so costs may be 
allocated also to more than one CGIAR activity. 
5. What are systemwide (SW) programs; how do they differ from SW 
initiatives? 
CGIAR agenda projects can be center-specific or they can require a multicenter collaborative 
effort. The latter are systemwide programs (SW). A systemwide initiative is the 
development phase of a SW, and financing is for one or more of the following: to initiate a 
feasibility study, to negotiate partnership(s), to develop a research methodology for the 
proposed (usually multi-site) activity, etc. 
6. How are systemwide programs financed? 
Center and systemwide programs have equal “rights” to all agenda financing; there is not 
an implied higher or lower priority assigned to any approved activity in the CGIAR agenda. 
SW activity is part of a center’s project portfolio, either as a component of an existing 
project or self-standing. It is not required that SW should be financed only with targeted 
funding. 
7. What is non-agenda activity; should Centers undertake non-agenda projects? 
Non-agenda projects are those that do not satisfy the criteria for inclusion in the agenda. 
Centers should not undertake non-agenda activity which diverts financing away from the 
agenda or which imposes costs, directly or indirectly, on the organization or on the agenda. 
8. What is TAC’s role in setting the CGIAR research agenda? 
TAC assesses centers’ program proposals (their agenda) for congruence with system 
priorities and strategies, and then recommends a CGIAR research agenda -- the aggregate 
of individual centers’ agenda -- to the members’ for approval. TAC analysis occurs during 
the annual review of center plans (March), and also at the development stage of the 
financing plan, if centers propose changes to their original proposal. 
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9. How does TAC enforce its recommendations? 
It doesn’t, nor does it allocate funds. However, as the CGIAR system’s advisor for 
priorities and resource allocation, it persuades and influences others that do. 
IO. How can the CGIAR still be a “system”, if there is no enforcement 
mechanism to ensure programs are financed as approved by members? 
The CGIAR is a system because the programs approved by members result from TAC’s 
analysis of global requirements, opportunities, and CGIAR potential as represented by 
centers’ mandates, available scientific expertise, and partnership potential. Since the 
renewal many members have recommitted themselves to supporting the overall agenda. 
This increased “ownership” of the CGIAR should ensure that approved programs get 
financed to the fullest possible extent. Finally, the Finance Committee (below) plays a 
special role in ensuring that the approved programs receive funding through special appeals 
to fellow members and/or through their role in allocating World Bank funds. 
11. What is the Finance Committee’s role in CGIAR funding? 
The Finance Committee performs several functions related to funding. It endorses, for 
members’ approval, the TAC-recommended research agenda at MTM, based on the then- 
current overall funding outlook. If there is a significant mismatch, the FC may suggest that 
TAC and the centers revisit the plans. Second, it recommends approval of a financing plan 
at ICW, based on the approved agenda and estimates of member support gathered 
following MTM. A third function is to confirm the World Bank allocation, the distribution of 
which is based largely on the level of other members’ funding. Finally, the FC may decide 
whether to urge re-direction of member support, or any financial reserve funds which may 
exist at the system level, to one or more centers at ICW or at the following MTM, based on 
the current financing status. It is important to note that the FC does not employ any part 
of the World Bank grant to fill funding gaps: special consideration may be given to solve 
problems which are especially serious in light of CGIAR priorities, and/or which may 
respond to structural problems at a center due to serious financial shortfalls. 
12. What is the CGIAR Secretariat’s role in CGIAR funding ? 
The Secretariat has no direct role in determining center funding. It supports TAC in the 
development of the agenda, and the FC in the preparation of the financing plan. First, the 
Secretariat, with TAC, issues guidelines for preparation of the annual center funding 
requests. Second, it assists in analyzing the resource implications of center proposals. 
Third, it helps centers to identify member financing, and maintains the databases which are 
required to efficiently monitor this information. Finally, the Secretariat summarizes the 
financing indications and prepares a draft financing plan for FC and Group approval. in so 
doing, it helps identify gaps which may exist; members (and the FC) may use this 
information to modify their allocations. 
13. How is the CGIAR research agenda financed? 
Through contributions from members and from centers’ own sources of income; such as 
interest from bank deposits, sale of assets, etc. About 96-97% of the annual expenditures 
in the CGIAR are paid for by members’ funding. Funding can be provided on an institutional 
(unrestricted) basis, or where more specific conditions are attached (targeted funding). 
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14. Are External Reviews part of the research agenda, and how are they 
financed? 
Reviewing center programs and management are quality enhancement activities and 
therefore are research agenda components. Reviews include both Internally Commissioned 
External Reviews (ICER’s), and the CGIAR External Program and Management Review 
(EPMR). The latter is carried out approximately every five years for all centers, and the 
former normally in the period leading to the EPMR. Financing of these activities is done in 
the same manner as for all agenda activity - there is no CGIAR special fund which is 
disbursed at the time of the reviews. Rather, centers add review costs to the budget, and 
to the funding request, in the relevant years. However, to ensure that resources ultimately 
are available for disbursement when needed, centers may prefer to finance the reviews by 
setting aside sufficient funds, in the periods preceding the reviews. 
15. How are center overheads budgeted and financed? 
Administrative and governance expenses frequently are called overhead costs, and usually 
are treated as indirect expenses in center projects. Examples include the Board of Trustees, 
the Director General’s Office, and certain common administrative expenses which cannot be 
directly attributed to individual project activity. Conceptually, quality enhancement activity 
such as program reviews can also be considered indirect expenses, and therefore allocated 
to all project activity. Since all center projects should be full cost budgeted, they therefore 
must include an appropriate share of indirect costs. This is particularly relevant for 
activities which are financed with restricted and attributed funding. The preferred method 
of costing projects is to identify and allocate as many administrative components as 
possible as direct project costs, leaving a relatively small overhead percentage as a residual 
to be added in proportion to the project’s total direct cost, in the center’s overall budget. 
The center overhead rate - that percentage which cannot be allocated as a direct cost - 
should be disclosed in the annual audited financial statement. Members of the CGIAR must 
ensure that their targeted support covers the necessary overhead or indirect cost 
contribution. 
16. What is the CGIAR financing plan? 
It is the detail of known (and estimated) financing indications, as estimated at ICW. Once 
approved, centers proceed to implement their part of the agenda. The financing plan is 
revisited the following April, after current financing information is assessed. 
17. Why is the overall share of CGIAR funding becoming increasingly targeted? 
In a constrained official development assistance environment accountability requirements, 
and political imperatives within the CGIAR membership, have resulted in a need to identify 
individual parts of the research agenda as having received a member’s specific support. 
However, at the system level, the share of restricted or targeted funding has not increased 
but since 1993 has remained constant at about 35-40% of total funding. 
18. What is the difference between “targeted” and “attributed” funding? 
Targeted funding generally means contributions are directed at a pre-negotiated agenda 
component; there may be a contract with reporting requirements. Targeted support usually 
means financial contributions are non-fungible (i.e. parts of the grant not employed 
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according to the contract are returned to the member). Attributed support usually requires 
an ex-post assurance that funds were directed to center activity within a broader CGIAR 
program, or to a specific project. The reporting requirement is usually fulfilled by the 
center’s annual financial report, or by a short confirmatory statement. There is no provision 
or requirement to return “unused” funds. In many respects, such grants are like fully 
unrestricted funding. 
19. Does the research agenda or the matrix cause members to restrict funding? 
There is no evidence to support this assertion. The financial policy on restricting funds is 
often determined as agency policy and the member representatives to the CGIAR very 
rarely have leeway to change this. Presentation of the research agenda in a matrix format 
is to enhance transparency. The existence of the matrix has in many instances made it 
possible for a member to seek attribution rather than more fully restricting its support. 
20. Will an increasing proportion of targeted funding result in some projects being 
“oversubscribed”, while others are “undersubscribed” or unfunded 
altogether? 
No. By continuing to improve consultation and coordination among members, as well as by 
fostering a broad understanding and agreement that all projects within the research agenda 
merit support, ideally there should be no such imbalance. 
21. What is done to ensure that all projects are actually financed? 
One of the Finance Committee’s functions is to monitor the status of the financing plan at 
various times during the year. When it appears that some activities may be underfinanced, 
the FC appeals to the membership to increase its support to areas of the agenda that 
require additional funding. 
22. Does targeted funding offer benefits not associated with unrestricted 
funding? 
Yes, budgetary certainty. Targeted grants are frequently negotiated to be available for an 
extended time, whereas institutional support is usually granted only on an annual basis. A 
multiyear contract, while often requiring additional administration, confers additional 
security and guarantee. 
23. Does unrestricted funding support the most important components of the 
agenda? 
At the center level, the degree of restriction on funding largely is a managerial issue, and 
should not be viewed as a statement of priority or policy preference. The relative ease of 
administering unrestricted funding by centers is part of the attractiveness of such funding, 
but this does not confer a special or unique status either to the funding, what it supports, 
or to the source of it. Furthermore, there is no full agreement on what would constitute the 
most “important” part of the agenda. Different stakeholders place values on specific 
activities according to their unique perspective. 
24. Will the decline in unrestricted funding result in centers’ strategic or longer 
term research being reduced in favor of more short term or applied research? 
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Members should provide as much unrestricted funding as possible, to facilitate efficient 
management and lower administrative cost. But since these funds are generally allocated 
on an annual basis, it does not follow that they should be uniquely “reserved” for longer 
term research. Conversely, there is not a direct relationship between project financing and 
applied research, and many targeted grants support long-term endeavors at CGIAR centers. 
In short, just as a center’s research portfolio is composed of a blend of activity along the 
spectrum from basic to applied, different modes of financing are similarly employed, in the 
most effective way possible. Such decisions are made by center managers. 
25. Are funds supporting research costs with center partners (NARS, ARls) also 
support for the research agenda, and do they attract matching funds? 
Centers implement the CGIAR research agenda in the most effective and efficient manner 
possible. This means that partnerships involving researchers not directly employed by the 
center may be the preferred mode of execution. Such would be the case where there are 
financial efficiencies in such a partnership, and/or where there is expertise or facilities 
available in another institution which do not exist at the CGIAR center. If the project(s) in 
question is part of the approved agenda, then financing which supports it, and which has 
been provided to the researchers in collaboration with the center, is considered agenda 
financing, and thus qualifies for matching support. Funding which is entirely counterpart 
support, including (for example) an ARI overhead cost, is not normally included in the 
project cost, for the purposes of CGIAR agenda support. The key criterion for inclusion, or 
not, of center off-site activity, is whether center researchers are or have been involved in 
the design, implementation, and conduct of the work. 
26. If a center disburses member funding to a NARS as a matter of convenience 
only, should this be considered support for the agenda? 
In the case where a center is only a disbursing agent, with little or no responsibility for or 
input to the work being undertaken by a NARS, then neither the project in question nor the 
financing for it is considered agenda activity. Such financing need not be reported in a 
center’s record of revenue and expenditure, and it does not qualify for matching support. 
27. How is the World Bank support determined for each center? 
The level of World Bank funding to the CGIAR is determined annually by The World Bank’s 
Executive Directors based on annual negotiations between the Bank’s relevant budgetary 
authority (at present the DGF Council) and the CGIAR Chairman. The allocation of Bank 
funding to centers is determined by the Finance Committee on behalf of the Group. In 
1999, Bank funding of $45 million is expected to amount to 13% of the total financing for 
the agenda. Since 1997, the Finance Committee has allocated the bulk of the funding (three 
quarters) to centers on a matching basis in direct proportion to the non-Bank funding to 
each center (the matching ratio in 1999 is 11%). In addition, some of the grant is kept in a 
system financial reserve, some may support a CGIAR program of strategic importance and 
some may be made available to a center (s) for special needs. 
28. Who is responsible for determining what is a center’s estimated funding for 
the coming year, upon which is based the World Bank allocation? 
Each center provides a draft financing plan for the following year, between MTM and ICW. 
Based on the center’s estimate of member support for the following year, the calculation of 
Bank funding is determined. If there is an overestimate, the center must return the 
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“excess” matching grant from the World Bank in the following year. If there is an 
underestimate, the center qualifies for supplemental Bank funds, unless the general level of 
support to the CGIAR in the year exceeds the Bank grant’s ability to fully match it. Center 
management and the CGIAR Secretariat work together with members to provide the best 
estimate possible of the next year’s funding, but the final responsibility rests with each 
center. 
29. Will the incentive for centers to maximize their non-Bank support result in 
centers agreeing to undertake activity of lower priority, or of a non-agenda 
nature in order to generate additional Bank funding? 
This would be the reverse of the situation that previously existed, when some managers felt 
it necessary to label some agenda activity as non-agenda, so that it would not result in a 
reduced donor of last resort support from the World Bank. The present financing 
arrangements through their three year forward planning focus provide ample opportunity for 
members and TAC to scrutinize center proposals for congruence with CGIAR priorities. 
30. What will happen if some centers receive funding which is higher than the 
TAGrecommended requirement, while other centers receive less? 
In such cases, the FC alerts members that there is likely to be a mismatch, and urge a 
redeployment of estimated member allocations, and/or additional support, in order to ensure 
that the Group-approved agenda is fully subscribed. 
31. How do Members disburse their funding to centers? 
Most funding is disbursed directly by members to centers, often but not always in US 
dollars. The disbursement schedule follows the budgetary timetable in the member country; 
it also may depend on conditions specified in a grant agreement. Members can, if 
necessary, disburse their funding via the World Bank. (A list of members doing so, and the 
amounts concerned, is published in the annual financial report). In this case the CGIAR 
Secretariat disburses to centers according to the exact instructions of the member. 
32. Will the exchange stabilization fund ever exist again? What about inflation? 
Until 1991 the CGIAR exchange stabilization fund provided additional support where 
adverse exchange rates, or inflation, eroded centers’ purchasing power. The fund 
eventually was exhausted, as inflows did not match outflows. While conceptually 
attractive, the cost of creating and maintaining a sustained, centralized stabilization fund is 
high. Actually building a reserve would require either the imposition of a heavy tax on all 
centers’ reserves, or a diversion of a large amount of members’ current financial support. 
On several occasions, the centers have rejected the idea of a tax to build the stabilization 
reserve. In addition, verifiable purchasing power values in different CGIAR locations, and 
their changes, are difficult to determine, because of unique circumstances that are not 
captured in financial institutions official data (such as the IMF currency values and inflation 
tables). 
33. What is the role of a center’s operating fund in financing the research 
agenda? 
A center’s operating fund (retained earnings) is a reserve serving several purposes the 
primary purpose. Along with the capital fund, it also contains much of a center’s cash 
balance, which is needed to smooth out fluctuations in timing of member contributions. A 
18 
second purpose is to supplement other revenue (member grants and center earned income) 
when there may be an unexpected revenue shortfall, or an unexpected expenditure is 
incurred (such as for staff separation). To avoid running into both liquidity and 
sustainability problems, however, a center should maintain the operating fund at an 
adequate level, which means that whenever it is depleted to supplement annual income, it 
should be built up again in a subsequent period. In short, it can be conceptualized as a 
stabilization fund at the institutional level. 
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Attachment 2 
Proposed CGIAR Logical Framework for the CGIAR 
IAn ICW98 paper prepared by TAC. Document no SDR/TAC:IAR/98/19. I of October 7 6, 19981 
I. Introduction 
By 1996, it was widely recognized that the CGIAR’s description of its work was no longer 
consistent with frameworks used by others, including those who financed the System. For 
example, lines of work were described in terms of inputs rather than outputs and the 
classification system was deemed less useful than alternative approaches. In effect, better 
practice was now available. Interest mounted in reassessing and, perhaps, remodeling the 
format then in use. 
In the autumn of 1996, TAC initiated a series of discussions and workshops to review the 
existing classification scheme for CGIAR research activities and .to develop a logical 
framework (“logframe”) in support of research planning and impact assessment. In order to 
ensure a broad spectrum of expertise and perspectives, a cross section of actors and 
experts both from within and outside the CGIAR System was invited to participate in this 
development. At each stage, feedback from the centres was sought and incorporated. 
Progress reports were circulated by TAC, following workshops in Feldafing, Germany, in 
February 1997 and 1998. The process was explicitly designed as a consultative one.’ 
The present document sums up results at a decisive stage - the concept is ready for step- 
by-step implementation. At the same time, TAC wants to reaffirm the notion that the 
framework is open to further improvement and adaptation. While not all questions can be 
answered simultaneously on the basis of a clear logical framework, solutions can be 
incorporated in a collaborative and constructive manner. 
The logframe discussed here clearly reflects the change away from an activity/input to a 
project/output focus. It offers a higher degree of transparency in linking outputs to goals 
than in the past. The positive effects of these changes will include better co-ordination and 
management within the System and within the centres, more effective participation of 
NARS and others, and greater accountability to members and other stakeholders. 
Among its characteristics, the logframe requires the development of a clear, tightly drawn 
logical relationship between outputs, purposes, and the ultimate goals of the System. In 
the case of the System’s more basic research, the framework must recognize that its 
outputs will be directed as inputs to other projects which, in turn, move toward the 
attainment of the same goals. One benefit of these characteristics is that impact 
assessment and performance evaluation can be more effectively integrated and utilized. 
Taken together, the logframe should further strengthen priority setting by the System, by 
2 While TAC served as organizer and convener, inputs were made by many members of the CGIAR and of its Finance and 
Oversight Committees as well as IAEG, Centre Directors, Board Chairs, CGIAR Secretariat, NARS and a number of outside 
experts. TAC gratefully acknowledges support received from the Government of Germany and from DSE. 
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centres, and by members. As well, it will assist members’ efforts to be accountable to 
their constituencies. 
Applying the logframe described here for future research planning should not be an 
additional burden for researchers and managers. In due course, it will replace the present 
approach(es). While it would be unrealistic to believe that a logframe reduces the overall 
time to be devoted to research planning, it is safe to assume that the final product can be 
delivered more efficiently. As well, reporting about implementation and achievements will 
be greatly simplified. Finally, once basic principles and conventions are established, it will 
support creativity and encourage new ventures by providing a clear framework for their 
entry into the research agenda. 
To sum up, the rationale for adopting the logframe approach at System, centre and project 
level is: 
l to increase transparency at all levels for members by establishing clear logical 
relationships between inputs, expected outputs, and impact to be achieved; 
l to aid scientists at the centres as well as their collaborators in partner organizations to 
better plan, implement and evaluate research efforts; 
l to provide a meaningful and concise way of aggregating projects both at the centre as 
well as System level; 
l to streamline research management instruments. 
2. Relation between Logframe at Centre Level and at CGIAR System 
Level 
A number of centres have logframes which are in line with that presented here. In order to 
fully realize the potentials of the logframe approach, the planning processes of the System 
and the centres musu be congruent and both must be consistent with GGIAR goals. This 
requires a tight logical relation between the logframe of a particular centre research project, 
the centre logframe and the strategic logframe for the System as a whole (see diagram). In 
order to reduce possible miscommunication, use of a common terminology is absolutely 
essential. 
What follows here largely describes the System-level logframe. Even so, implications for 
centre-level logframes are noted. Moreover, design of the System logframe started from 
the precept that it must be able to accommodate centres’ logframes. 
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RELATIONS AMONG LOG FRAMES: 
SYSTEM, CENTRE, AND PROJECT 
Logical frameworks will cover each of three major levels. The 
most detailed will be those at the project level. For each centre, 
the projects can be aggregated into that centre’s loghame. In 
turn, the centre logframes can be aggregated into the System’s 
logframe. At each step, of course, detail will be reduced. At the 
same time the resulting conceptual framework will support 
relevant decision makinn. 
CGIAR System Logframe 
Intermediate Goal 
Indicators 
r direct benefi ts for , to 
specify I measure 
benefi ’ ciaries 








to specify I measure 
achievement of outputs 






l Goals: Overall benefits for the target population which define the overarching goals of 
the CGIAR. The chain connecting outputs for which the CGIAR is responsible to its goals 
is long, but well articulated. Even so, many factors will influence goal attainment and 
measuring a change which is unequivocally attributable to CGIAR outputs is notably 
difficult. 
l Intermediate Goals: Direct benefits resulting from the uptake of innovations which 
include outputs from the CGIAR. 
l Purposes: Utilization of the CGIAR outputs by those who receive them. 
l outputs: Defined products (tangible / intangible) delivered by projects, for which the 
CGIAR is responsible, but which are generally produced together with partners. 
l Indicators: Performance standards with observable characteristics which permit 
monitoring the achievement of outputs, purposes and goals. 
l Milestones: Key intermediate targets necessary for achieving and/or delivering the 
outputs of a centre project within an agreed timeframe. 
l Assumptions: Conditions which strongly influence the attainment of outputs, purposes, 
and goals, but which are outside the influence of the CGIAR. 
All outputs of the CGIAR System are produced through centre research projects. Centre 
outputs are those for which the CGIAR is responsible, but to which others may contribute. 
Each output contributes to one or more System outputs. 
The same relation holds true for the purpose level and the level of intermediate goal, given 
that centre and System logframes feature the same central concepts (outputs, purposes, 
goals, and indicators) and related definitions. The justification of a project proposal will 
therefore depend on the plausibility and probability with which project outputs will contribute 
to the achievement of the project’s purpose as well as to the purpose and goals of the 
CGIAR System as a whole. 
The general indicators used to describe and measure the achievements at the System level 
must be able to encompass indicators specified by the centres at the project level. At the 
System level, however, indicators are necessarily more abstract than at the centre level as 
they must cover a multitude of different projects. 
Indicators for centre project logframes can be and necessarily must be more specific with 
respect to: 
. the qualitative dimensions specifying the focus of a particular project 
l the formal criteria including (wherever feasible and meaningful) 
. clearly defined direct user groups and ultimate beneficiaries 
0 quantitative targets 
. region / location 
l time frame 
The degree of detail needed for each indicator is determined by its utility as a management 
tool, i.e., it must be detailed enough to support effective decision making. Precision levels 
may therefore vary between types of projects (e.g. basic versus applied research) and 
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corresponding planning parameters (e.g. more detailed at output, than at intermediate goal 
level). 
Indicators at the System and at the centre level interact: 
l Indicators will thus evolve/mature over time as the iterative process of parallel 
development of the project and System logframes goes on, each contributing to and 
adjusting to the refinement of the other. 
Note that within centre logframes, detailed planning which identifies the main activities 
required in order to produce the project outputs is useful. Here, milestones play the role of 
indicators. Formulated for each activity, these allow the management and monitoring of the 
implementation of project activities. Milestones are therefore important tools for project 
steering at centre level. However, at the CGIAR System level, as no such steering is done, 
these details are not required. Therefore, activities and their corresponding milestones are 
not included in the CGIAR System logframe. 
3. Generic Considerations 
In developing the logframe, several concepts and phrases were common to descriptions of 
outputs, purposes, and goals or to indicators. Some of these emerged from the CGIAR’s 
poverty alleviation and resource conservation goals, others from the System’s concerns for 
efficiency. Still others came out of the formal considerations of logframe analysis. It was 
decided to lay out these generic considerations in one place rather than to repeat them in 
virtually each description of outputs, purposes, and goals. 
The development hypothesis on which this logframe’s lines of cause and effect are based is 
the following: that research on technology and policy will lead to the use of improved 
methods and inputs, that these will increase productivity, that increased productivity will 
lead to higher incomes and ultimately to less pressure on natural resources, and that these 
outcomes will contribute to achieving CGIAR goals. Centre assumptions will vary from 
output to output and will, ultimately, be a part of the formal description of centre outputs. 
It is understood in what follows that the outputs are focused on productivity, resource 
conservation, and the needs of the poor. Given the System’s goals, outputs will be 
international public goods, often tending to be intermediate goods; importance will be given 
to gender, especially as it relates to alleviation of poverty among poor, rural women; and 
sustainability will have its role in improved systems. The outputs from basic research and 
from much of the germplasm collection and categorization will have a longer pathway to 
objectives, but are nonetheless targeted, and fit equally well within the logframe. Outputs 
will usually involve collaborative work with a broad range of partners both from within and 
outside the CGIAR community and frequently will include participation with farmers. Finally, 
it is understood that others, e.g., NARS, will develop their work from an array of outputs, 
only some of those from the CGIAR. However, given that this presentation deals with the 
CGIAR, outputs for which it is responsible are featured. 
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As for formal consideration in logframe analysis, given that centre projects will include 
information on timeframe, estimated magnitude of payoffs, probabilities of success, 
geography/region of application, and other quantitative measures where relevant, these 
dimensions - all available from centre project descriptions - could be aggregated across 
Centre outputs to characterize System performance. At times it will be useful to do so. 
At the System’s level, some assumptions are made which condition success: adequate and 
stable funding for the CGIAR System, adequate and stable funding for collaborating NARS, 
continued commitment of relevant actors at all levels to goal achievement, the existence of 
viable local institutions for knowledge transfer, relatively stable global/regional/national 
political and economic conditions. At project level, these assumptions must be elaborated in 
greater detail and be the objects of monitoring and evaluation. 
At a more specific level, and probably varying in their concordance with facts from place to 
place, are assumptions about producer access to knowledge about improved technology and 
policy, about the availability of required inputs (e.g. to improved seeds), and about 
producers’ motivation to adopt the technologies to which CGIAR outputs contribute. This 
last is largely in the hands of research systems, especially NARS. The others are a part of 
the external environment and will vary from country to country. Centre decision making will 
be influenced by NARS observations on these issues. At the System level, unless there is 
solid evidence to the contrary, decision making acts as if there is no reason to select one 
sector over another or one commodity over another because of differences in access to 
knowledge or inputs. 
Finally, the descriptions that follow frequently refer to users and to products and information 
being accessible. Users are both direct and ultimate, and range from NARS to farmers and 
consumers, depending on the hierarchy of ends. Accessible products are those which are 
available in a timely way and in an appropriate format. They are useable if they take into 
account the knowledge, resources and motivation of potential users. It is understood that 
the latter are not static but may be positively influenced by the quality of CGIAR outputs. 
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4. Proposed CGIAR System Logframe 






1. Poverty is alleviated, especially for the most vulnerable groups. 
2. The environment is protected. 
3. Sustainable food security is achieved. 
Productivity of resources in Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry is increased 
and the sustainable management of natural resources is imprsved. 
1. NARS develop improved production systems which will ‘effectively raise 
productivity while conserving biodiversity, land and water. 
2. Performance of NARS and regional programmes is improved. 
3. Improved policies involving CGIAR outputs are put into pra’ctice. 
Note: 
a) Purpose attainment is supported through direct contribution from the following 
outputs: 
Purpose 1: outputs 1, 2, 3 
Purpose 2: outputs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
Purpose 3: output 4 
b) Outputs for which CGIAR is responsible contribute significantly and measurably to 
purpose achievement. 
1. Germplasm and germplasm improvement techniques for priority crops, 
livestock, trees and fish are enhanced and made accessible to NARS and 
other partners. 
2. Germplasm of selected species and their wild relatives for priority crops, 
livestock, trees and fish are collected and managed, and procedures for 
germplasm conservation are developed and made accessible to NARS and 
other partners. 
3. Management practices and research methodologies for sustainable 
production systems and for natural resource conservatio’n and use are 
accessible to NARS and other partners. 
4. Improved policy analyses and techniques for policy formulation and public 
management are accessible to NARS, policy makers and the development 
community. 
5. Knowledge and expertise for enhancing the performance of research and 
related institutions are accessible to relevant users. 
4.2 indicators for CGIAR Goals 
Indicators measuring poverty alleviation and natural resource conservation are notoriously 
difficult to atTribute to specific causes. Even so, tightly integrated theoretical and empirical 
results argue that productivity increases, the indicator for intermediate goals, are a 
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necessary condition for increased income and that this, with high probability, leads to 
poverty alleviation. (See CGIAR P riorities and Strategies for Resource Allocation During 
1998-2000, Chapter 3 and references, TAC Secretariat, May 1997.) The reduction in 
adverse environmental impact, the maintenance of production potential and of biological 
diversity all contribute to resiliency of biological systems. 
4.3. Indicators for Intermediate Goals 
intermediate Goal: Productivity of resource use in agriculture, fisheries and 
forestry is increased and the sustainable management of natural resources is 
improved. 
Illustrative indicators include: 
Indicator 1: Adoption by producers of specific improved technology, higher yields, 
higher total factor productivity, increased production, lower relative product prices, 
and higher relative wages and employment in agriculture and associated industries. 
indicator 2: Adoption by producers of specific improved technology, pesticide use 
down per unit of output, lower sediment and other emission levels in runoff, insect 
diversity is maintained, soil organic matter is maintained, stability of yield trends. 
4.4. Indicators for Purposes 
Purpose 
1: 
NARS develop improved production systems which will effectively raise 
productivity while protecting biodiversity, land and water. 
Indicator 1: Germplasm, germplasm improvement practices, and 
germplasm conservation practices from CGIAR outputs utilized within 
the programmes of NARS are demonstrably better than earlier materials 
or practices. 
Indicator 2: CGIAR outputs are utilized by NARS and extension systems 
to develop production systems which are demonstrably productivity 
increasing and resource conserving. 
Purpose 
2: 
Performance of NARS and regional programmes is improved. 
Indicator 1: CGIAR outputs have a visible role in orienting the work of 
NARS and Regional Research Organizations towards the concerns of 
their stakeholders as demonstrated by a correspondence between a 
consensus-based strategy prepared by NARS and effective 
implementation. 
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Indicator 2: NARS and Regional Research Organizations enjoy stronger 
support of national governments and their own stakeholders evidenced 
by: 
? an increased level and composition of governmenlt support; 
? added support from non-public stakeholders and Iusers; 
? stable support of other partners; 
? increased operating funds for researchers; 
? increased ability to retain human resources. 
Indicator 3: NARS development of technology which meets producers’ 
needs is enhanced. 
Indicator 4: NARS are demonstrably more involved in the management, 
material support, and scientific achievement of Regional Research 
Organizations and other forms of horizontal and vertical co-operation. 
Purpose 
3: 
Improved policies incorporating CGIAR outputs are put into practice. 
Indicator 1: Evidence exists that options and consequences from 
CGIAR policy and public management research are being taken into 
consideration by relevant decision makers when making changes in rules 
and policies. 
Indicator 2: Selected options employing CGIAR outputs have been 
adopted and codified in the form of rules, regulations, laws,. etc. 
Indicator 3: Policy restrictions on the management of sustainable 
production systems have been alleviated. 
4.5. Indicators for Outputs 
output 1: 
Indicator 
Germplasm and germplasm improvement techniques for priority crops, 
livestock, trees and fish are enhanced and made accessible to NARS 
and other partners 
1.1 Accessible germplasm materials meet NARS standards in terms ol: productivity, 
stability, agronomic traits and user needs and are at a stage of development suitable 
for their intended use. 
1.2 Techniques and the corresponding relevant information which allow faster, more 
efficient and more reliable germplasm improvement, are accessible to users. 





Germplasm of selected species and their wild relatives for priority 
crops, livestock, trees and fish are collected and managed, and 
procedures for germplasm conservation are developed and made 
accessible to NARS and other partners 
2.1 For CGIAR-mandate species a sufficient number of accessions to represent genetic 
diversity of species and wild relatives are conserved and managed ex-situ according to 
CGlAR policy as well as evolving international standards and agreements with respect 
to acquisition, storage, characterization, documentation, regeneration and distribution. 
2.2 Other priority species (as determined by scientific need) are conserved and managed ex- 
situ according to international standards and agreements with respect to acquisition, 
storage, characterization, documentation, regeneration and distribution. 
2.3 Appropriate strategies, techniques and relevant information with regard to reliable, 
efficient and effective ex-situ germplasm conservation are accessible to users. 
2.4 Improved methods and tools for assessing and monitoring critical processes and functions 
within and between ecosystems that affect the in-situ emergence and maintenance of 
biodiversity have been researched and tested with users. 
2.5 Strategies and guidelines for in-situ management of biodiversity in agricultural, forest, aquatic 
and range and ecosystems have been developed and tested with users. 




Iutput 3: Management practices and research methodologies for sustainable 
production systems and for natural resource conservation are 
accessible to NARS and other partners. 
1 
ndicator I 
3.1 Productivity-increasing, resource-conserving practices are accessible to NARS 
and other partners which have the demonstrated capacity to: 
a) Increase or sustain and stabilize productivity of agriculture,, aquatic and 
forestry production. 
b) 
As illustrated by the ability to: produce targer quantity and/or higher quality 
products, reduce year-to year production variability, improve safety in use of 
inputs, increase output per unit of labour, shift farms towards a market driven 
economy, make maximum use of biological methods to enhance productivity, 
reduce the impact of factors that limit production, or make available post 
harvest processing and marketing methods to add value to raw products and 
reduce post harvest losses. 
Conserve and make better use of natural resources and reduce degradation 
of or improve water, soil, and air quality. 
c) 
As illustrated by the ability to: reduce soil loss, increase soil quality, ,increase water 
use efficiency, improve water harvesting in arid and semi-arid ecosystems, maintain 
water tables, hold chemical loading to low levels, maintain surface and groundwater 
standards at locally acceptable levels, maintain air quality, reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, properly manage effluents from agricultural, forestry and aquatic systems, 
make improved use of low quality water for aquaculture, or maintain genetic diversity 
in agricultural, forestry, and aquatic systems. 
Enhance the quality of life 
As illustrated by the ability to: reduce drudgery, provide increased quality and 




Reduce the direct and indirect adverse effects of agriculture on the health of 
producers and their communities. 
Research methodologies are developed and accessible for regional organizations 
and networks of NARS that enhance collaborative and participatory development 
of integrated management practices for agriculture, forestry, and aquatic 
systems. 
As evidenced by: broader utilization of emerging research methods such as 
biotechnology, agroecology, GIS, and modeling (production and hydrologic, inter alia 
participatory research); better extrapolation of knowledge and technology from 
research sites to agroecologically equivalent production areas; improved regional co- 
operation through better design and execution of research conducted at multiple 
sites; or improved technology transfer among NARS. 
\lote: The relative emphasis of indicators and outputs will vary according to specific 




Improved policy analyses and techniques for policy formulation and 
public management are accessible to NARS, policy makers and the 
development community. 
4.1 The effects of various policies on agricultural, forestry, fisheries production and 
trade, on resource management, poverty and income distribution as well as on 
consumer behaviour have been estimated and communicated to users, especially 
those directly engaged in policy making. 
4.2 Policy options in well defined circumstances which concern the political and 
economic conditions necessary to achieve poverty alleviation, resource 
management, and sustainable food security have been formulated and targeted 
for specific users. 
4.3 Tools and techniques for improved policy analysis and public management of 
water, watersheds, irrigation systems and common property are developed and 




Knowledge and expertise for enhancing the performance of research 
and related institutions are accessible to relevant users 
5.1 The understanding of the processes of research policy formulation and of 
institutional development has been increased through research and synthesis of 
experience and made accessible to users. 
5.2 Guidelines and training materials in areas such as; planning and priority setting, 
organizing research and working with partners, generating financial and political 
support from stake holders, monitoring progress and evaluating impact; have 
been developed and made accessible to NARS and Regional Research 
Organizations together with strengthening their capacity to provide training and 
institutional development. 
5.3 Technical and professional staff of partner organizations have received 
specialized training in areas where the CGIAR System has specific expertise and 
comparative advantage, in response to requests from NARS. 
5.4 The integration of NARS, Regional Research Organizations and other partners in 
the emerging global agricultural research system has been facilitated by 
supporting the negotiation of agreements and the establishment of partnerships 
and networks, as well as through the institutionalization of information flows. 
I I 
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5. Outlook: Open Questions and Tasks Ahead 
The proposed System level logframe discussed here reflects present priorities and the 
current research portfolio of the CGIAR - but in a different framework. This framework will 
only be useful if it remains dynamic, changing as conditions change. Improvements and 
changes will result from an iterative process of successive approximations; involving projects, 
centres, partners and the System. Once research projects have been reclassified and 
indicators at project level have been identified, the dynamic process can proceed. 
The fact that the outputs of the present logframe are defined as the amalgamation of all 
research project outputs should provoke a discussion on synergies. Is the System more than 
the sum of its parts? If yes, how exactly can we express and measure this? 
A first practical task will be the Systemwide introduction of the logframe approach. TAC 
proposes that portions of the vocabulary of the logframe be introduced with the 2000 centre 
programme and budgets. For example, what are currently called undertakings and activities 
will be identified as outputs. The fuller implications for financial iplanning (e.g. the 
reclassification of projects, the development of centre and project indicators and linkages 
with impact assessment, with accounting, and with financial reporting) would be introduced 
in 2001, permitting ample time for further exchange and, if desired, professional support. 
The logframe does not replace priority setting but it is a powerful tool to make the process 
more transparent to all stakeholders. A clearer common understanding of the potential 
results of investments in research projects may lead to streamlining aind shortening the 
process of finding a consensus between members, centres and TAC. At present, no change 
in the overall process of priority setting is suggested. However, a prerequisite for utilizing 
the logframe as a tool will be regrouping and compilation of centre proljects according to 
different criteria (e.g., region, commodity, beneficiary groups, financing agreements, etc.). 
The use of standardized indicators and the inclusion of key information for project outputs 
and purposes will allow such flexible queries. Moreover, maintaining such information at the 
project level will permit a period of overlap between the new and old classification systems, 
allowing centres, members, and NARS to continue to assess the extent o.f resource shifts in 
response to changing opportunity. 
The relationship between the logframe and monitoring and impact assessmlent is more direct. 
In fact, indicators and milestones are formulated expressly for evaluation purposes. 
Important for meaningful monitoring and impact assessment will be the further refinement of 
indicators. This can be done on the basis of centre/project level indicators. The combined 
system of milestones and indicators (output to intermediate goal level) provides a mechanism 
for short-term adjustments as well as medium- and long-term evaluations. In terms of 
responsibility, an organizational solution will have to be found which, at System level, 
closely links the monitoring of scientific integrity and relevance with the assessment of 
benefits for intermediate and ultimate users (impact). 
In time, budget procedures and reporting will be made fully compatible with the logframe 
approach. Especially with regard to reporting it is hoped that the acceptance of the 
System’s logframe by all stakeholders will ultimately lead to a more uniform reporting 
system acceptable by different funding sources. 
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The expansion of the logframe approach to the areas alluded to above does not pose any 
conceptual problems. The over-riding principle for finding and institutionalizing practical 
solutions must be simplicity and usefulness to management. The challenge will be to 
develop efficient instruments that allow ever more effective management of key issues. As 
well, such instruments must be compatible with centre and with System requirements and 
allow flexibility at centre level. 
Appendix: Developmental Hypotheses 
Logframes necessarily rest on assumptions about what will transpire in the external 
environment surrounding the enterprise. The CGIAR logframe, and those of the centres and 
projects, are based on a group of hypotheses about how the work of the centres or their 
projects is connected to the goals of the CGIAR. Commonly, such hypotheses are examined 
or assessed for their validity, i.e. for their conformance with facts. 
The crucial hypotheses connecting work with goals in the case of the CGIAR are presented 
in Section 4.2 - Indicators for CGIAR Goals. Briefly, they start with the claim that research 
on technology and policy is an important source of productivity increases, that increased 
productivities are crucial to increased real incomes, that through direct and indirect routes 
increased real incomes lead to higher national incomes, and that, with high probability, 
higher national incomes result in a reduction of poverty. These connections, or lines of 
cause and effect,. rest on tightly integrated theoretical and empirical results and, except for 
the last step, are part of the conventional wisdom in the development community. The last 
step, that of connecting national income to poverty reduction, has been strongly supported 
by recent empirical work undertaken by the World Bank. {See Chapter 3 of CGIAR Priorities 
and Strategies for Resource Allocation During 7998-2000, TAC Secretariat, May 1997, for 
further comment and a partial bibliography.) 
In time, TAC will further review these and other hypotheses related to poverty, in particular 
as a part of its work on the next round of priority setting for the CGIAR. 
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Attachment 3 










Principles and Elements of the CGIAR Project Portfolio 
Principles 
Purpose: Portfolio of projects should serve as a basis for dialogue between Centers, TAC 
and the CGIAR membership, and should underpin the CGIAR research agenda matrix. 
Logical Framework: CGIAR will use a logical framework (logframe) for resource allocation 
and import assessment starting in 2000. Each project will have its own logframe (goal, 
purpose, outputs, duration, milestones, costs and financing, and as well, descriptive 
classification items such as eco-region, beneficiaries, collaborators, users) including 
indicators for at least purpose and outputs. The project logframes will link to the CGIAR 
logframe through each center’s own logframe. e.g. the project outputs can be explicitly 
identified with one of five outputs in the CGIAR logical framework. In terms of 
crosswalk between the current descriptions shown below and those used in logframe, for 
example, objective and gains (shown below) would be combined as purpose in the 
logframe. 
Descriptive Elements of Projects in the Portfolio 
Title: Brief but “stand alone” title that conveys as much as possible the product or 
outputs of the effort. 
Objective: Identify the problem that motivates the project and the necessary inputs, 
methods and conditions for successful production of the outputs. The inputs should 
resolve the entire problem or some significant portion of the problem. 
Outputs: Two or three line statement describing the products to be delivered seen 
through the eye of the ultimate user, or in the case of intermediate products, through the 
eye of the next researcher. In the latter case, the description should include the causal 
chain that reaches the ultimate user where impact is measured. 
Gains (Impact): Gains expected over some defined period of time and how these gains 
are to be measured in relation to CGIAR goals. 
Duration: Number of years required to achieve the product described under outputs. For 
projects of longer term, milestones along the route should be described. 
Milestones: Milestones are key intermediate targets necessary for achieving and/or 
delivering a project’s outputs within an agreed time frame. Milest,ones can refer to 
scientific achievement and/or delivery, uptake, or dissemination of research results. 
Some projects may have both types of milestones. Milestones should be articulated 
Users: A description of users and beneficiaries described in terms of ecoregions, 
production systems, countries, and for intermediate goods, subsequent users and then 
the likely beneficiaries of their work. 
Collaborators: Major collaborators who will play a significant role in the research, 
including consortia, other IARCs, NARS and national programs, universities, private 
sector organizations, NGOs, and institutions of advanced science. 
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l cost: Estimated annual cost including overhead. If relevant, along with total costs 
expended to date and estimated costs to the completion of the work described in 
objectives and outputs. 
l System Linkages: Linkages to the columns of the agenda, identifying the relevant 
columns (no more than four) that account for some 90% of the project budget. 
l Financing Plan: To facilitate reconciliation with the overall financing plan, identification 
of sources of funding and duration, if known. 
3. Notes on the Elements of the Standardized Format for CGIAR Projects 
TM/e: In framing titles for projects, it should be recognized that many will only see the title. 
It should therefore offer a succinct identification of the product (or products) and its 
intended users. Note that the typical project used by management has a single product 
(along with a defined time frame and a budget). At the system level they are less for 
management and more for analysis as well as presentational purposes. Therefore, the 
CGIAR portfolio is likely to consist of projects whose aims can only be achieved through the 
combination of several products. Indeed for their ultimate success, even most CGIAR 
products must be combined with other products. 
ExamDIes: 
Broadening the Genetic Base of Beans, Cassava, Rice and Tropical Forages 
Improved Spring Bread Wheat Germplasm for irrigated Conditions 
Raising the Imbated Rice Yield Plateau 
Objectives: This element provides motivation about the project: What is the problem, to 
whom is it important, why is it important, what combination of center and other inputs will 
be required to solve the problem, how will the resulting product or mix of products be 
delivered to users - whether farmers, NARS, or to other researchers as knowledge. 
Gains (Impact): This category describes the expected gains from the project. For products 
which are directly delivered to producers or which are but a step or so away, the gains 
should be described in terms of the CGIAR’s overarching goals. For products further up the 
pipeline, products more intermediate in their nature, the gains should be described in terms 
of the product’s likely consequences for their users who should then be linked to the 
overarching goals of the System. In estimating impact, it will be helpful to note likely 
constraints on the applications of products, e.g., these improved production systems will 
work less well where transport costs are high and where extension systems are unable to 
provide producers with good training, or farmers will be reluctant to adopt these resource 
conserving strategies unless government can implement policies favoring subsidies for their 
use, or these varieties will be less widely used where suitable hybrids are available at 
reasonable cost. 
Example: 
Title: Raising the lnigated Rice Yield Plateau 
(7) Increased farmers’ income, stabilized prices for consumers and increased rural employment opportunities; (2) Human resource 
development in rice-growing countries;(3} Increased rice productivity and greater production stability; (4) Less dependence on 
pesticides and chemicals and thus beneficial effects on environments; and (5) Strengthening the NARS. 
35 
Outputs ;This element deals with the specific products or results or outputs that the project 
is expected to produce described in a way that makes it clear what set of users are destined 
to be the beneficiaries of the efforts of the project. While narrow specificity might not be 
necessary in all cases, great generality will not be adequate. For example, it is not sufficient 
to say that the project aims at improved varieties of maize; to be useful, the products must 
be more specific, e.g., improved maize with higher yield potential and/or improved host plant 
resistance (important diseases or insects might be included) for the lowland humid tropics. 
ExamDIes: 
Tit/e: Landscape-Level Forest Conservation and Management: The Forest Ecosystem Management Projecf 
Generic methods will be developed for [a) characterizing vegetafion for natural resource surveys; (b) indicators to be used in 
assessing biodiversity; (c) predictive modeling to map the distribution of species; (d) assessing plant fu,nctionai attributes and site 
physical environment attributes; (e) undertaking nafurai resource surveys which integrate biophysicai information with sociological 
information. The major achievement of the project will be models which are capable of exploring interactions between humans and 
forests, particularly at the forest margin or in areas that are being logged for industrial purposes.. 
Title: Strategies for Enhanced and Sustainable Productivity in Short- to Intermediate-Season (700-125 days) Rainfed 
MiiieffSorghumRegume-Based Producfion Systems. Diagnostic research and charactetization of the producfion systems by 
physical biological, and socioeconomic parameters will assist researchers developing new technologies in idenfifying the major 
constraints to production, in formulating reievanf research, and in focusing technology to achieve impact. 
Duration: Self-explanatory 
Cost: No elaboration required. 
Users: Members have expressed concern for marginal areas and for favored areas; for 
various countries or for the countries of various regions; for products likely to be of more 
interest to female than to male producers or to stimulate more demand for female than for 
male labor or to save female labor in preparation; for products of special interest to the 
poorest producers, laborers, or consumers. Some products, of course, are intermediate in 
nature, not directly destined for specific producers or consumers but for other researchers, 
or for improving the efficiency of other researchers, or to improved thle management of 
research resources, or to improved the policy environment. Those beneficiaries should be 
identified clearly and their link to the overarching CGIAR goals should be made clear. 
Example: 
7X/e: Broadening the Genetic Base of Beans, Cassava, Rice and Tropical Forages 
Plant breeders will benet from improved efficiency of gennpiasm enhancement; and through fhem, fanners and processors from 
improved varieties and products. Disciplinary scientists and breeders of other commodities will benefit from knowledge of 
mechanisms of genetic variability, processes, and possibly well-characterized and isolafed genes from crops. 
Co//aborators: This element is intended to describe the scope and type of collaboration that 
is involved. Every CGIAR project does not need to have a long list of collalborators. 
Example: 
Tit/e: Andean Root and Tuber Crop (ARTC) Collection and Characterization 
Areas for collaboration 
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Fundamental research for confrol strafeuies: China - CAAS; Colombia - CORPOICA; England i RES; Peru; Development of 
resistance: Brazil - CNPU (EMBRAPA); China - CAAS; Indonesia - LEHRI; Maurifius - MSIRI; Peru - IN/A; Philippines - DA; 
lnteurafed control: Burundi - ISABU; Kenya - KARI; Peru - CEPESER, IN/A. 
System Linkages: Some projects will be wholly contained within a single column of the 
matrix describing the Agreed Agenda. This is not to say that its effects will be limited to 
that column, e.g., a project on improved varieties adds to productivity, but could also 
contribute to conserving natural resources as well as strengthening NARS, etc. It is 
expected that these interactions on the output side will be further covered elsewhere, e.g., 
the TAC documents on Priorities and Strategies. What is emphasized here are the 
implications on the input side. Given that an important initial purpose of this effort is to 
improve the presentation of the CGIAR’s work - so as to enhance transparency and to aid in 
accountability - the aim here is to increase the accuracy of reporting on the 
activities/undertakings in which the CG engages. (While some projects will fall entirely within 
a single column, others will not, but it seems likely that three or four columns will exhaust, 
say, 90% of the total resources committed. For convenience, any remaining resources could 
be divided proportionately among the major activities.) To that end, centers are encouraged 
to apportion each project across the columns occupying the major portion, say 90%, as a 
function of the resources employed. If, for example, a project involves germplasm 
improvement, training of associated NARS scientists, and the screening and characterizing of 
germplasm from collections, then the resources involved could be divided, say in terms of 
the person years of professional time assigned, among the relevant columns. 
Financing P/an: This element should provide the linkage between the agreed program and 
their financing. In the first instance, it will be helpful to note here the known financial 
commitments including their duration. Even in cases of Members who provide “unrestricted” 
funding, Centers could indicate Members who have expressed special interest in the topic or 
who require a statement of attribution. 
Project milestones: Milestones are useful to project managers if they are: 
. significant, 
l precise, 
l time bound, 
l quantifiable or qualitatively assessable, 
l objectively verifiable at reasonable cost, and 
. sufficient to judge progress. 
The following sets of example milestones that fit the definition and criteria described above 
are based on the MTP milestones of various centres. However they have been modified for 
illustrative purposes. It should be understood that all specific aspects of the following 
milestones (e.g. target figures, regions, etc.1 are only examples. Some examples of 
inadequate milestone statements, as judged against .the milestones criteria (significant, 
precise, etc.) are shown at the end of this annex (“Some Milestone Problems”). 
Example: 
Project: Pricing Policy 
Proiecf Outouf: 
Policy-makers become familiarised with options for alleviating poverfy fhrough pricing strategies. 
Proiecf Milestones: 
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2000 Four regional studies, conducted in collaboration with policy analysts in selected national institutes, wmplefed. 
2001 Synthesis of regional studies, including policy recommendations, completed; report published. 
2002 One international conference and four regional workshops conducted with policy-makers and policy analysts. 
Example: 
Project: Crop Pest Management 
Proiecf Outouf: 
Validated PM fechnologies for legume pests made available for broad scale dissemination. 
Proiecf Milestones: 
1999 Biological control for common bean leaf roller in the Soufhem Cone region deveioped; H.ost plant resjstanf cultivars 
classified. 
2000 50 on-farm demonstration trials on use of IPM with 20 farmers in Southern Cone region, i,o collaboration with NARS, 
initiated. 
2002 Trials evaluated for success and appropriate technologies evaluated (success criteria: taqet farmers obtain af least 
10% higher yield than non-target farmers in fhe region). Dissemination sfrategy identified. 
Example: 
Project: Causes of Deforestation 
Proiect Outout: 
/nf/uence of non-forest policies on tropical forests in Asia identified. 
Project Milestones: 
2000 Three to five comparative case studies on the effects of non-forestry policies on tropical forests compiefed. 
2007 Network of forestry poky anaiysts established in Asia. 
2002 Long-term research sites in three counfires (Philippines, Indonesia, Malaysia) to monitor effects of non-forest policies 
on forests and forest utilisation esfablished. 
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Table 1. [CENTER] -- Research Agenda Requirements, by Undertaking, Plan Year 
Productivity 







(expenditure in $ million) 
1 Protecting Envlronment Saving Biodiversity PROJECT TOTALS 
I UNDERTAKING TOTALS II 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.0 
Note: This table Is required only in the Research Agenda proposal submission (March). 
Table 2. [CENTER] RESEARCH AGENDA - BY CGIAR ACTIVITY, Prior Year to Plan+2 
(expendiiure in $ million) 
Increasing Productivity 
of which: 
Germplasm Enhancement & Breeding (01) 
Production Systems Development & Management (03) 
Protecting the Environment (03) 
Saving Biodiversity (02) 
Improving Policies (04) 
Strengthening NARS 
which: of 
Training and Professional Development (05) 
Documentation, Publications, Info. Dissemination (05) 
Organization & Management Counseling (05) 



















Illustrative allocation of Resources by Outputs 
Logical Framework Format 
outputs 
(01) Germplasm Improvement 
Germplasm and germplasm improvement techniques for priorify crops, livestock, trees and fish are enhanced and made accessible 
to NARS and other partners. 
(02) Germplasm Collection 
Germplasm of selected species and their wifd relatives for priority crops, livestock. trees and fish are cofleoted and managed, and 
and procedures for germplasm conservation are developed and made accessible to NARS and other partners. 
(03) Sustainable Production (System/Natural Resources) 
Management practices and research methodologies for sustainable production systems and for natural resource conservation 
and use are accessible to NARS and other partners. 
(04) Policy 
Improved policy analyses and techniques for policy formulation and public management are accessible to NAPS, 
policy makers and the development community. 
(05) Enhancing NARS 
Knowledge and expertise for enhancing the perfom-ance of research and related institutions are accessible to r&VS%nt Users. 
Table 3. [CENTER] RESEARCH AGENDA PROJECT & UNDERTAKING COST SUMMARY, Prior Year to Plan+2 
(in S million) 
11 II 
Prioryr cumnt yr Plan y* Plan+1 plan+2 
(aauar) test) Ww=O (PW (plan) 


















Institutional Cost Components: 
Direct Project Costs ” 
Indirect Project Costs (Overbead) 
Total Project Costs 
Prioryr current yr Plan yr PIeIN plan+2 
(da0 (ast) (P~posal) (Man) (PW 
Total 
II This column is not required for the Financing Plan Submission (September). 
Table 4. [CENTER] Allocation of Project Costs to CGIAR Activities, Prior Year to plan+2 




Enhancement and Breeding (crops, etc) 
Prod&M Systems (crops. etc) 
Protecting the Environmem 
Saving Siodiersity 




























Summary by Undertaking: increasing ProdudfvRy 









plan+2 I (PM) 
I/ This column is not required for the Financing kan Submieslon (September). 
Table 5. [CENTER] RESEARCH AGENDA, Prior Year to Plan+2 
Investments by Sector, Commodity, and Region (in $ million) 
Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) 
Asia 
Latin American and the Caribbean (US) 
West Asia and North Africa (WANA) 
TOTAL ’ 
1I This column is not required for the Financing Plan Submission (September). 
21 Includes overheads, and must add up to the sum of the individual sectors/commodities from the project portfolio. 
3/ Equals the sum of sectorskommmodities in Increasing Productivity, scaled up to total investments for the Research Agenda. 
Table 6. [CENTER] RESEARCH AGENDA, Prior to Plan+2 
Expenditure by Functional Category, and Capital Investme& (in $ million) 





















I I I 
TOTAL 
CAPITAL FUND CASH RECONClLlATlON 
Balance, Januaty I 
Prior yr Current yr Plan yr Plan+1 Plan+2 
(actual) (est} (proposal) (plan) (plan} 
:plus: annual depreciation charge 
~plus / minus: disposal gains/(losses) 
plus I minus: other 
minus: asset acquisition costs 
~ ewak: Balance. December 31 
II This column is not required for the Financing Plan Submission (September). 
Table 7. (CENTER} RESEARCH AGENDA FINANCING SUMMARY, Prioryear to PLNI Year 














I I I 
I I I 1- 
subtotal 
subtotal 
TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS I I I 








+ Center Income 
= Total Financing 
11 This co!umn to be completed only in the Research Agenda submission (March) , 
21 This column to be completed in both the Agenda and Financing Plan submissions. 
3/ This column to be completed only in the Financing Plan submission (September) 
Table 8. (CENTER) ALLOCATION OF MEMBER FINANCING TO PROJECTS BY UNDERTAKING 
(in $ million) 
Undertakings 
Increase Productivity Protect Saving improve Strengthen NARS 
Project Member Total Breeding Systems Environ Biodivers Policies Training Other 
Project 1 II 0.00 - 
11 0.00 -. 
l/ 0.00 
Unrestricted+center inc. 0.00 
Total Proiect 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ~. 
Project 2 11 0.001 
l/ 0.00 
II 0.00 
Unresbicted+center inc. 0.00 
Total Project 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Proiect 3 11 0.00 
I - I 
I (II 0.00 1 I 
t- Project 
A 
I Total Proiect 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 o..ool 0.001 0.001 0.001 , 
Project n 11 0.00 
11 0.00 
II 0.00 
Unrestrictedccenter inc. 0.00 
Total Project 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
1/ Individual providing targeted support to speckic projects. 
Center Totals 
ITotal Targeted Fundinn 
Undertakinigs 
Increase Productivity Protect Saving Improve Strengthen NARS 
1 Total Breeding 1 Systems Environ Biodivers Policies Training 1 Other 
I 0.01 I I I 
Total Unrestricted Funding 0.0 
Total Center Income 0.0 
Total Allocations 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c 































Internationallv-Recruited Staff IIRSJ 













SU DDOrt Staff 
- 
11 This column is not required for the Rnancing Plan submission (September) 
DEFINITIONS 
Internationally-Recruited Staff (IRS) 
Thtt category includes staff who carry out highly technical/senior functions, as defined by the center, and they may include 
personnel hired in the focal or regional Labor market. Included in this group, but shown separately, are post-doctoral fellows 
and associate professionals (who may have other titles in different centers), and who often are staff provided by donors 
as part of a project or other institutional arrangement. Costs for consultants engaged for specific tasks are not personnel 
expenses and the indtiduals are not staff; their costs should be catculated in the “supplies and services” category. 
support staff 
This category includes the numerical majority, in many cases, of personnel at a center. These are usually, but not 
necessarily always, individuals hired in the local labor market. They carry out functions which require less demanding 
skills than for the IRS category. The support staff category does not in&de seasonal field labor or other individuals 
engaged on a purely contract basis. for example when a center contracts with an employment agency to provide 
ln-oroved policy analyses and techniques for policy formulation and public management are accessible to NARS. 
Table 10. (CENTER) CASH REQUIREMENT, REVENUE FLOW, & CURRENCY SHARES, Prior year to Plan Year 
(in 9000) 






Others note 41 
TOTAL 
CURRENCY STRUCTURE OF EXPENDITURES 
II this part to be completed only m me Research Agenda submission (March). 
2/ this part to be completed in both the Agenda & Financing Plan submissions. 
3/ this part to be wmpfeted only in the Financing Plan submission (September). ’ 
41 All other currencies the sum of which accounts for lass man 5% of total expenditure. 
Table 11. (CENTER) STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL POSITION, Ptior year to Plan +2 
Assets 
Current Assets 







Other Current Assets 
Total Current Assets 
Fixed Assets 
Property, Plant, & Equipment 
Less: Accumulated Depreciation 
Total Fixed Assets - Net 
Total Assets 








Accruals and Provisions 










Total Net Assets 





Current yr Plan yr Plan+1 Plan+2 
@St) (PropoW (plan) (plan) 
l! This column is not required for the Financing Plan submission (September) 
